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ABSTRACT A :
Videotapes of eight high school classes were a alyzed
to determine patterns in the reading activities, materials, ang\
instruction in secondary content area classes. The analysis included
ig%snnnary of the language arts inveclved, the duraticn of specific .
structional segments and thelr percentage of the total class*tinme,. .
‘and apparent patterns in the use of print. Althcugh print was present
for 72X of all class time, students were reading in the conventional
sense only 10% of the time. For-the remaining time that print was
available, use of print appeared-to cluster into five main v
categories : cuing responses, reinforcing oral presentations,
structuring the teacher's presentation, correcting assignments, -and _
copying. Because student§ infrequently read in class either to learn
or to reviev information, there was little opportunity to observe
teachers introducing or following up on reading assignments. There
alsosvas little evidence that students were developing mature reading-
and study skills in these classes. (RL) .
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. A
A paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Reading
Conference, San Antonio, Texas, November, 1979.
"A1thoqgh reéding classes play an important role in reading
instructidon in junior and senior high schools, many experts have argued
that devél}pmentaf feading skills.should be taught as an jntegral part
of content-area instruction (see, for example, Herber) 1978,. '
and -Smith, et al., 1978). While preservice and inserﬁice courses in
content-area reading abound,_there is a paucity of data on content-area
/ .
reading demands (Wolf & Grgenew$1d, 1978), and there are no observational
studies comparable to those for elementary reading_instrﬁction (see,'for
example, Durkin, 1978-79).  The pdrpose of this study is fo describe
Q patterns- in the reading activities, materials, and instruction in selected
E*' secondary content-area classes.
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| Methods -
.\A . 4 i ' - C
During the spring of 1979, approximately 300 teachers in western

Wisconsin were asked to participate in a videotape study of content-area
communication., Of the 14 volunteers, éight were selected for study ,;A.
Each of these teachers was observed on f1ve oécasxons over a six-week

*

period. Teathers were not told the dates of the tapings, although they ,

i

. ] : o :
'did know which group of students would be observed. Interviews.were

conducted with the teachers after all the data had been collected.
'TheAteachers and their\§tudents were oEserved in the following
cTBsses: 7th grade 1anguage'arts, 7th grade life science, 8th grade
physical science, 8th grade math, 10th grade Engltsh, 1Lth gradefEnglish,
]0-12thvgrade‘beginning Spanish, and 10-12th.grade industrié] arts.

The teachers averaged 11.5 years of teaching experience ‘~
!

The third tape for each teacher was analyzed for this study For

eagk of the eight videotapes, which averaged.40 9 minutes in 1en£\h\\
‘e _

vdetailed log was prepared which divided the class into instructiunal

segments. In one class with three instructional sengnts. for example,

the teacher handed out test papers in segment one and gave directions

for the test in segment two. In segment three: the studenté took tqf
tests. The logs included a description of each'ségmént; a2 summary of
the language arts involved, and the duration of the segment. The logs .

were analyzed in {gg ways; (1) percentages of time use were calculated,

and (2) patterns in the use of print were described.
Results and Conclusions \‘

- , . __a .
On the average, print was present for IS%¥ of all class time.' On the

. surface this suggests that reading was the most ihportaht form of

communication in these classes. But analysis of the in;tructiona1510gs

‘fg‘ L]
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indicates that this conclusion wolld be invalid. Students were/reading
in the conventional sense ot using print to learn or review information S

in only two classes. In one class students read an article silently,

A and in other they brxefly reviewed a short story in thexr textbook before,

takxng a quiz. Such conventional reading occurred for on{& 10% of a11 -

"class txme. Although this figure may apPear~1pw:.1t is somewhat higher

‘than the 2.3% ohserved in a previous audiotapeastudy of sixhteachers
" observed on four occa;ions'each (Wolf & Greenewald, 1679).
-For the remain{ngngzggof the time that print was available to
students, use of print appeared to cluster into fiye'main categories:
' cuing responses, reinforcing oral presentations, structuring the
teacher's presentation, co;recting assignments, and copying.

. Print was used primarily to cue student or teacher responses -in four
classes. In one class, for example, ztudents wrote answers to test
questions tbey read, and in another elass students and the teacher

"oiscussed an exercise on an overhead transparency. In none of these
b \ instructional segments did it appear that the print itself was to
learned. Instead students Qr the teacher wene only expected to rpspond
in some way to what had beeh read. Print cued responses for 2§E of all
0 class time. | ‘ P ‘
"9 fi:} In instructional segments in three classes print was used primarily
t‘to reinforce information that the teacher wag“presenting ora]iy. In one -
class, for example, the teacher worked through homework problems orally,
writing key calculations on an overhead transparency. In another class»
o the-teachen 1ectured to students and wrote‘terms and formulas on the
blackboard. In all rexnforcement segments, teachers did not write
anythxng that they dxd not also te11 to stodents and pr1nt was used

pr1mari]y for redundancy. Print rexnforceﬂ oral presentations for 9% of

¥ . ~

Q i all class t%me.
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In two classes pript'apéeared primarily to structure teachers' oral
preseﬁtations. In one class, the teacher had wri;f}n‘ailist of e
approiimate]y éo Eérms on the boarﬁ which, he used as anééutliné in a
1ecturé/discﬁ§sicﬁ revfew for a test. In-the second, thgiteacher had
students open their textbooks; he read suBheadings'and‘sentences aloud

* and used them as a point of departure to lecture on the materiai.' Print .

<4

structured teacher presentations for 18% of all class time.
. ' ‘ '

o

Print appeared to serve two other purposes. In two classes, studepygf ’

read worksheéts or tests to correct them for a total of 8% of all cla§§
time. In another class students read in order, to copy information froh
jﬁ board for a total of 1% of-all class time.

~

Because students infrequently read in class either to learn oé'to
review information, there was little opportunity to observe teachérs -
%ntrodu;ing or following up on reading assignments. ‘The one teachér who
allocated most of her class time to silent reading of an article_ﬁrébiewed
its cqntents and set purposes for students. Just before class ended
students diStussed the main points in the article. A second_teaghér
introduced ‘a fey minutes of silent reading with the mQ{e general purpbse
df reviewing the story for a quiz. ‘After the bell.rang at the end of
class, a third teacher assigned students pages to read for hamework;
&hterviews with the eight teachers ind{cated that three of them regq]ar]y
ass%gned 15-30 minutes of reading for‘homework. but there was noc way in
this study to deteféfﬁé if the read%ng was actually done, and if so, how
it was handled by students. , _

Thére was little evidence that students were deveTOpiné m e
reading and study skills in these classes. .Students took noteg

one class without an explicit direction to do so, and no réading oé study

only

~
.

« skills were explicitly taught.

¢ - , ! 5 .

—~ f

Vg



Greenewald - §

\
- Implications

This sfudy suggests that the concept of reading in the content areas’

.may require modification: students %nfrequept]y rgad in*the conventional

sense of processing extended discourse, and contggf;gggéhers did not

generally teach or reinforce reading/study skills. The conclusions

_suggest several questiens for future research: (1) Why do_teachers

‘incorporate so little extended discourse into their instruction? . _

\ .
(2) Which strategies used by content teachers are most effective in

promoting student 1earnin§?} (3) How is the readjng process affected when
print'is presented fn conjdnction with lecture, discussion, writing, or
performance activities? _

~ Both Iargé-scaIe and ind#bth studies éraﬁrecbmqended. Large-scale
studies requiring.the use of obsérvation schedules allow for dghparisons
between many dlfferent c]ssses but obscure the det311\‘of instruction.
Small-scale studies of;nece551ty focus on jJust a few cTassrooms but allow
for intepﬁﬁve 1nvestigat10n of.the relationship between the content and

- ’ -
the forms of\communication that are be/;g used to present it.
] - ) .
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